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PER CURI AM

Corey J. Hackett appeals the district court’s order
revoki ng his supervised rel ease and sentencing himto twenty-four
nont hs’ i mprisonnment following repeated violations of his
supervi sed rel ease. On appeal, Hackett cl ains the sentence i nposed
on revocation is unreasonable and that the standard for sentences
on revocation has been nodified by the Suprene Court’s decision in

United States v. Booker, 125 S. C. 738 (2005). Finding no support

for these clainms, we affirm
The provision of the Sentencing Reform Act that governs

supervi sed rel ease was not affected by Booker. See Booker, 125 S.

Ct. at 764-68. The change effected by Booker--making the
Sent enci ng Cui delines advisory as to sentencing--was not a change
in the manner in which the Guidelines were applied to revocations

of supervised rel ease pre-Booker. See United States v. Davis, 53

F.3d 638, 642 (4th Cr. 1995) (“Chapter 7's policy statenents are
now and have al ways been non-bi ndi ng, advisory guides to district
courts in supervi sed rel ease revocation proceedi ngs.”).
Accordingly, we reject Hackett’s contention that sentences inposed
on revocation are subject to an altered scrutiny on appeal in |ight
of Booker.

Hackett al so clains that the district court’s inposition
of a twenty-four nonth term of inprisonnment was unwarranted. W

disagree. W review a district court’s revocation of supervised



rel ease and resultant sentence for an abuse of discretion. See
Davis, 53 F.3d at 642-43. Hackett had a lengthy crimnal history
and had engaged in a rapid succession of simlar crimnal
infractions in blatant disregard of the |aw Under these
ci rcunstances, we cannot conclude that the district court abused
its discretion in revoking Hackett’s supervised rel ease.

W affirmthe order of the district court. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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